
FOR, M_s_S_O _ - -
RESPON_B_ sszc_o. so_o._._
P_NN_G

oo A_o_ at _ _ro

July 12, 1998

M_ Joseph Joyce
BRAC Enfironmemfl Coor_n_or
AC/S En_ronmem OAU)
MCAS El Toro
PO_ O_ce Box 95001

Sama An_ CA 92709-5001

RE: Comments on the Draft Fin_ Proposed Plan for Landfill Shes 2, 3, 5, and l7
MCAS El Toro

Dear Mr. Joyce,

\

. . j Taxpaye_ for Respon_b_ P_n_ng (TRP) is a non-profit, politic_ action comm_tee
qu_ified under CMiforn_ St_e law wRh a memb_s_p of_mo_ 2_000 resident.
stakeholders in the area su_ounding MCAS El Tor_ Though there am many contentious
'po_M' issues su_ound_g _use of the bas% re_ormion of the land to a "clean
condffMn'" prior to transfer is an issue on which MI_e _akehMd_s agree. Toward thin
end, we offer the foHow_g commems on our memb_s' beh_£

-Our member stakeholders have conducted a c_e_l inve_ation of_e _pog_
_gul_o_ commem_ propo_d plans _r a cMsu_ of the MndfillMtes_nd find _e
sde_ed presumptive _med_ _ough p_scfiptNe in spe_fic deMg_ to bb _adequ_e to
the protection of human heMth and _e community en_ronmem.

Our concerns arise from _e _ _ the p_sum_ive _medy approach was fol_wed _
the '_ve_ation" &the comems of the landfill. TMsapproach included interviews w_h
_rmer St_n em#oyees in an effoa to d_mine the comems of the _spe_ive MndfiHs,
The p_sum_ive "CAP" remedy was chosen based upon these su_ective interviews and
NOT on o_e_Ne anMy_s _ McMdedboring imo the Mndfill. Such o_e_Ne _sting
m_hodMogy was poad_ed _ be too dangerous because _ codd po_ly co_aminMe
_e ground wate_ TRP _sagrees wkh t_s con_u_o_

EO. Box943 ElToro,Californ_ 92630 _1: (714)770-4014 Fax:{7141770-2805 I.D.#941614

TAXPAYER$ FOR,
RESPONSIBLE ~"""o.-.

PLANNING
. Stop the
"Special Interest"
Airport of EI Toro

M60050_004125
MCAS EL TORo
SSIC NO. 5090.3.A

'\

)

)

July 12, 1998

Me Joseph Joyce
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
AC/S Environment (lAU)
MCAS EI Toro
Post Office Box 95001
SantaAn~, CA 92709-5001

RE: Comments on the Draft Final Proposed Plan for Landfill Sites 2, 3, 5, and 17
MCAS El Toro

Dear Mr. Joyce,

Taxpayers for Responsible Planning (TRP) is a non-profit, political action committee
qualified under California State law with a membership ofalmost 20,000 resident
stakeholders in the area surrounding MCAS £1 Toro. Though there are many contentious
'political' issues surrounding reuse ofthe base, restoration of the land to a leclean
condition" prior to transfer is an issue on which all the stakeholders agree. Toward that
end, we offer the following comments on our members' behalf.

- OUf member stakeholders have conducted a careful investigation ofthe reports,
regulators comments, proposed plans for a closure ofthe landfill sites and find the
selected presumptive remedy, though prescriptive in specific design, to be inadequate to
the protection of human health and the community environment.

Our concerns arise from the fact that the presumptive remedy approach was followed in
the 'investigation> ofthe contents of the landfill. This approach included interviews with
former Station employees in an effort to determine the contents ofthe respective landfills.
The presumptive "CAP" remedy was chosen based upon these subjective interviews and
NOT on objective analysis that included boring into the landfill. Such objective testing
methodology was postulated to be too dangerous because it could possibly contaminate
the ground water. TRP disagrees with this conclusion.
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TRP opposes the proffered non-sdentific remedy for a variety of reasons including:

1. _ leaves in place unknown m_iMs and potentiMcontaminams;
2. R requkes me,toting for a pro_nged time (30 years or longe0;

•. 3. R presupposes a cure without a se_ntifie ba_s. Even presuming 10%of
the m_efiMs am in some way to_%'we are unaware of the synergistic
production of other toxics accompanying the breakdown of the
aceumul_ed mass;

4. R presupposes a "cure-cost" without a sound finaneifl examinMM_
Thought the presumptive remedy may appear to be cost-effe_Ne now, _
does not refle_ the ong_ng coa ofmonRofing, the price of the land
covered by in_Rufion_ controls and the p_entiM expense should the cap
be inadve_ently compromised.

The presumptive remedy of capping the four landfills is NOT a permanent remedy -
merely a _mpormy fix. The 'aecum_ed refuse from over fi_y years ofunsdenfific
disposal pra_iees po_ends future contaminationand heath issues. TRP is _rongly
advi_ng the DoD and the DoN to depa_ from the recommended presumptive remedy,and
eondu_ a CLEAN/CLOSE REMOVAL ACTION OFF BASE. This _andard of remedy

_ is pa_icuiarly nece_ary for Sites 3 _nd 5. Wilhthe _ndfill devoid ofthek contaminant_
:. ._ the S_es will be truly revered and the _nd becomes compl_e_ conve_ible to the broad

range of alternative reuse options cu_ent_ eontempl_ed.

As lo SRes2 and I7, it is our oph_n _ morn definh_e ev_uation of the contents of
_those sites needs to be made. There seems to be a lack ofint_est in these two sites,
app_em_ because _ey _e in the _ea expeaed to be _ansferred _ the Depanmem of
the Interior. The ne_hbofing _akeholder community is een_nly not _sintere_ed in
res_ution of these sites - pa_ieularly S_e 2. There is considerable concern mg_ding
dowmgrad_nt _filtr_n ofto_ imo _e vMua_e w_shed oflhe Back Bay of
Newpo_ Harbor _om _e Bogego Canyon Wash _to San Diego Creek We have not
been prodded an evMuationof this issue _om the DoI and bdieve _ the presumptive
_medy shou_ be drayed umil such an input is av_labla

We n_e _e _lowi_ except from _e B_e K_ _plemem_on M_uah Cha_
2.1.3, '_n_ronment_ de_ons are based on how _e land is to be reused.... _is wa_
en_ronmem_ _o_es can be recon_led w_h eommufiff reuse p_fit_, and
_pm_e dea_p levds can be e_ablished w refle_ __ future land uses?' The
DoD Policy on R_po_flRy _r Add_onfl En_mnmemfl C_a_p aR_ Tmns_r of
Real Pmpeay (25 July 1997) 1)_nher _es '_M_ _ NC_, fu_re land use
a_um_ _e d_d_ and _d_ when p_rming _e b_dine risk _s_smenh

_ developing _medi_ a_ion _afiv_, and sde_ a _med_"
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TRP opposes the proffered non-scientific remedy for a variety of reasons including:

1. It leaves in place unknown materials and potential contaminants;
2. It requires monitoring for a prolonged time (30 years or longer);
3. It presupposes a cure without a scie~tific basis. Even presuming 10% of

the materials are in some way toxic, we are unaware ofthe synergistic
production of other toxics accompanying the breakdown ofthe
accumulated mass;

4. It presupposes a "cure-cost" without a sound financial examination.
Thought the presumptive remedy may appear to be cost-effective now, it
does not reflect the ongoing cost of monitoring, the price ofthe land
covered by institutional controls and the potential expense should the cap
be inadvertently compromised.

The presumptive remedy ofcapping the four landfills is NOT a permanent remedy 
merely a temporalY fix. The 'accumulated refuse from over fifty years ofunscientific
disposal practices portends future contamination and health issues. TRP is strongly
advising the DoD and the DoN to depart from the recommended presumptive remedy and
conduct a CLEAN/CLOSE REMOVAL ACTION OFF BASE. This standard ofremedy
is particularly necessary for Sites 3 and 5. With the landfill devoid oftheir contaminants,
the Sites will be truly restored and the landbecomes completely convertible to the broad
range of alternative reuse options currently contemplated.

As to Sites 2 and 17. it is our opinion that more definitive evaluation of the contents of
-those sites needs to be made. There seems to be a lack ofinterest in these two sites,
apparently because they are in the area expected to be transferred to the Department of
the Interior. The neighboring stakeholder community is certainly not disinterested in
resolution ofthese sites - particularly Site 2. There is considerable concern regarding
down-gradient infiltration oftoxics into the valuable watershed ofthe Back Bay of
Newport Harbor from the Borrego Canyon Wash into San Diego Creek. We have not
been provided an evaluation of this issue from the Dol and believe that the presumptive
remedy should be delayed until such an input is available.

We note the following excerpt from the Base Reuse Implementation Manual, Chapter
2.1.3, "environmental decisions are based on how the land is to be reused. . .. this way,
environmental priorities can be reconciled with community reuse priorities, and
appropriate cleanup levels can be established to reflect anticipated future land uses." The
DoD Policy on Responsibility for Additional Environmental Cleanup after Transfer of
Real Property (25 July 1997) 1) further states "Under the NCXP, future land use
assumptions are developed and considered when performing the baseline risk assessment,

\ developing remodinl action atternative~, and selecting a remedy."
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These ck_ns dearly mand_e _at the m_de_ _akehddffs' _devdopme_
alt_natives, as driveled _ the reuse _an prodded _ the Depa_mem of the Nav_ be
i_egr_ed i_o the _medi_ action to prepare a p_cd readyfor _ans_r/s_e. The
mme_ process mumbe guided by the reuse plans th_ have been accep_d by _e
County of Orange and by the _deral governme_.. These _use _ans _dude b_h
avi_n phns as wall as the noma_ion M_en_um _an. The remedi_ action plan
must am_ip_e either devdopment.

Without knowing the u_m_e _use ph_ the dec_on _ cap and n_ perform a eban
proee_ for Skes 3 and 5 is _ewed_ an expe_e_ sddbn which pfiofitizes co_ above
the heath and the en_ronme_ pr_ection of our commu_ty.

The neighbor _ddffs wen _o_d an effi_em and co_e_e clea_p of
MCAS _ Toro _ world address '\.. any a_p_ r_us_'. We expe_ no _ss.

..

S_cereI_

Executive Dke_or

B_da

c. M_ Glenn R. Ki_ner
Mr. Lawrence VitNe
Mr. P_fiek Brooks
Mr. Gregory F. Hurley

\
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These citations clearly mandate that the resident stakeholders' redevelopment
alternatives, as delineated in the reuse plan provided to the Department of the Navy, be
integrated into the remedial action to prepare a parcel ready for transfer/sale. The
remedial process must be guided by the reuse plans that have been accepted by the
County ofOrange and by the federal government.. These reuse plans include both
aviation plans as well as the non-aviation Millennium plan. The remedial action plan
must anticipate either development.

Without knowing the ultimate reuse plan, the decision to cap and notpeIform a clean
. process for Sites 3 and 5 is view~d as an expedient solution which prioritizes cost above
the health and the environmental protection of our community.

The neighbor stakeholders were promised an efficient and cost~effective cleanup of
MCAS EI Toro that would address "... any anticipated reuse". We expect no less.

Sincerely,

~:{;;d!J~
Bill Kogerman U
Executive Director

BKida

c. Mr. Glenn R. Kistner
.Mr. Lawrence Vitale
Mr. Patrick Brooks
Mr. Gregory F. Hurley
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